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law-abiding citizens to transport
knives interstate, notwithstanding a
patchwork of local and State prohibi-
tions.
S. 1094
At the request of Mr. RUBIO, the
names of the Senator from Wyoming
(Mr. ENzI), the Senator from Illinois
(Ms. DUCKWORTH) and the Senator from
Connecticut (Mr. BLUMENTHAL) were
added as cosponsors of S. 1094, a bill to
amend title 38, United States Code, to
improve the accountability of employ-
ees of the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs, and for other purposes.
S. 1122
At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the
name of the Senator from Maryland
(Mr. VAN HOLLEN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1122, a bill to amend the
Occupational Safety and Health Act of
1970 to clarify when the time period for
the issuance of citations under such
Act begins and to require a rule to
clarify that an employer’s duty to
make and maintain accurate records of
work-related injuries and illnesses is
an ongoing obligation.
S. 1151
At the request of Mrs. ERNST, the
name of the Senator from Wisconsin
(Ms. BALDWIN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1151, a bill to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to provide a
nonrefundable credit for working fam-
ily caregivers.
S. 1169
At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the
names of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Ms. WARREN) and the Senator
from New Hampshire (Ms. HASSAN)
were added as cosponsors of S. 1169, a
bill to amend title XIX of the Social
Security Act to provide States with an
option to provide medical assistance to
individuals between the ages of 22 and
64 for inpatient services to treat sub-
stance use disorders at certain facili-
ties, and for other purposes.
S. 1191
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the
name of the Senator from Louisiana
(Mr. CASSIDY) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1191, a bill to amend title XVIII of
the Social Security Act to refine how
Medicare pays for orthotics and pros-
thetics and to improve beneficiary ex-
perience and outcomes with orthotic
and prosthetic care, and for other pur-
poses.
S. 1196
At the request of Mr. SULLIVAN, the
names of the Senator from Missouri
(Mr. BLUNT), the Senator from OKkla-
homa (Mr. INHOFE), the Senator from
Hawaii (Ms. HIRONO), the Senator from
Alaska (Ms. MURKOWSKI), the Senator
from Kansas (Mr. ROBERTS), the Sen-
ator from Alabama (Mr. STRANGE) and
the Senator from North Carolina (Mr.
TIiLLIS) were added as cosponsors of S.
1196, a bill to expand the capacity and
capability of the ballistic missile de-
fense system of the United States, and
for other purposes.
S. 1227
At the request of Mr. BROWN, the
name of the Senator from Wisconsin
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(Ms. BALDWIN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1227, a bill to amend titles XIX
and XXI of the Social Security Act to
provide for 12-month continuous enroll-
ment under Medicaid and the Chil-
dren’s Health Insurance Program, and
for other purposes.
S. RES. 106

At the request of Mr. WICKER, the
name of the Senator from Colorado
(Mr. GARDNER) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. Res. 106, a resolution express-
ing the sense of the Senate to support
the territorial integrity of Georgia.

S. RES. 139

At the request of Mr. WYDEN, the
name of the Senator from Connecticut
(Mr. BLUMENTHAL) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. Res. 139, a resolution con-
demning the Government of Iran’s
state-sponsored persecution of its
Baha’i minority and its continued vio-
lation of the International Covenants
on Human Rights.

S. RES. 168

At the request of Mr. CARDIN, the
name of the Senator from Washington
(Ms. CANTWELL) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. Res. 168, a resolution sup-
porting respect for human rights and
encouraging inclusive governance in
Ethiopia.

S. RES. 174

At the request of Mr. MORAN, the
name of the Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. BOOZMAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. Res. 174, a resolution recog-
nizing the 100th anniversary of Lions
Clubs International and celebrating the
Lions Clubs International for a long
history of humanitarian service.

S. RES. 176

At the request of Mr. SCHUMER, the
names of the Senator from New Jersey
(Mr. MENENDEZ), the Senator from Con-
necticut (Mr. BLUMENTHAL), the Sen-
ator from Oregon (Mr. WYDEN), the
Senator from  Pennsylvania (Mr.
CASEY) and the Senator from Colorado
(Mr. BENNET) were added as cosponsors
of S. Res. 176, a resolution commemo-
rating the 50th anniversary of the re-
unification of Jerusalem.

At the request of Mr. MCCONNELL,
the names of the Senator from South
Dakota (Mr. ROUNDS), the Senator from
Florida (Mr. RUBIO) and the Senator
from Kansas (Mr. MORAN) were added
as cosponsors of S. Res. 176, supra.

At the request of Ms. MURKOWSKI, her
name was added as a cosponsor of S.
Res. 176, supra.

—————

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself
and Mr. FRANKEN):

S. 1237. A bill to amend title 11 of the
United States Code to clarify the rule
allowing discharge as a nonpriority
claim of governmental claims arising
from the disposition of farm assets
under chapter 12 bankruptcies; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the text of the
bill be printed in the RECORD.
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There being no objection, the text of
the bill was ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:

S. 1237

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘“Family
Farmer Bankruptcy Clarification Act of
2017,

SEC. 2. CLARIFICATION OF RULE ALLOWING DIS-

CHARGE TO GOVERNMENTAL
CLAIMS ARISING FROM THE DIS-
POSITION OF FARM ASSETS UNDER
CHAPTER 12 BANKRUPTCIES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter II of chapter
12 of title 11, United States Code, is amended
by adding at the end the following:

“§1232. Claim by a governmental unit based
on the disposition of property used in a
farming operation
‘“‘(a) Any unsecured claim of a govern-

mental unit against the debtor or the estate
that arises before the filing of the petition,
or that arises after the filing of the petition
and before the debtor’s discharge under sec-
tion 1228, as a result of the sale, transfer, ex-
change, or other disposition of any property
used in the debtor’s farming operation—

‘(1) shall be treated as an unsecured claim
arising before the date on which the petition
is filed;

‘“(2) shall not be entitled to priority under
section 507;

‘“(3) shall be provided for under a plan; and

‘“(4) shall be discharged in accordance with
section 1228.

“(b) For purposes of applying sections
1225(a)(4), 1228(b)(2), and 1229(b)(1) to a claim
described in subsection (a) of this section,
the amount that would be paid on such claim
if the estate of the debtor were liquidated in
a case under chapter 7 of this title shall be
the amount that would be paid by the estate
in a chapter 7 case if the claim were an unse-
cured claim arising before the date on which
the petition was filed and were not entitled
to priority under section 507.

‘““(c) For purposes of applying sections
523(a), 1228(a)(2), and 1228(c)(2) to a claim de-
scribed in subsection (a) of this section, the
claim shall not be treated as a claim of a
kind specified in section 523(a)(1).

“(d)(1) A governmental unit may file a
proof of claim for a claim described in sub-
section (a) that arises after the date on
which the petition is filed.

‘(2) If a debtor files a tax return after the
filing of the petition for a period in which a
claim described in subsection (a) arises, and
the claim relates to the tax return, the debt-
or shall serve notice of the claim on the gov-
ernmental unit charged with the responsi-
bility for the collection of the tax at the ad-
dress and in the manner designated in sec-
tion 505(b)(1). Notice under this paragraph
shall state that the debtor has filed a peti-
tion under this chapter, state the name and
location of the court in which the case under
this chapter is pending, state the amount of
the claim, and include a copy of the filed tax
return and documentation supporting the
calculation of the claim.

“(3) If notice of a claim has been served on
the governmental unit in accordance with
paragraph (2), the governmental unit may
file a proof of claim not later than 180 days
after the date on which such notice was
served. If the governmental unit has not
filed a timely proof of the claim, the debtor
or trustee may file proof of the claim that is
consistent with the notice served under para-
graph (2). If a proof of claim is filed by the
debtor or trustee under this paragraph, the
governmental unit may not amend the proof
of claim.
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‘““(4) A claim filed under this subsection
shall be determined and shall be allowed
under subsection (a), (b), or (c) of section 502,
or disallowed under subsection (d) or (e) of
section 502, in the same manner as if the
claim had arisen immediately before the
date of the filing of the petition.”’.

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter II of chapter
12 of title 11, United States Code, is amend-
ed—

(A) in section 1222(a)—

(i) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘“‘unless—"’
and all that follows through ‘‘the holder”
and inserting ‘‘unless the holder’’;

(ii) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘and” at
the end;

(iii) in paragraph (4), by striking the period
at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(iv) by adding at the end the following:

“‘(5) subject to section 1232, provide for the
treatment of any claim by a governmental
unit of a kind described in section 1232(a).”’;

(B) in section 1228—

(i) in subsection (a)—

(I) in the matter preceding paragraph (1)—

(aa) by inserting a comma after ‘‘all debts
provided for by the plan’’; and

(bb) by inserting a comma after ‘‘allowed
under section 503 of this title”’; and

(IT) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘the
kind” and all that follows and inserting ‘‘a
kind specified in section 523(a) of this title,
except as provided in section 1232(c).”’; and

(ii) in subsection (¢)(2), by inserting ¢, ex-
cept as provided in section 1232(c)’’ before
the period at the end; and

(C) in section 1229(a)—

(i) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘or’’ at the
end;

(ii) in paragraph (3), by striking the period
at the end and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and

(iii) by adding at the end the following:

‘“(4) provide for the payment of a claim de-
scribed in section 1232(a) that arose after the
date on which the petition was filed.”’.

(2) TABLE OF SECTIONS.—The table of sec-
tions for subchapter II of chapter 12 of title
11, United States Code, is amended by adding
at the end the following:
¢1232. Claim by a governmental unit based

on the disposition of property
used in a farming operation.”’.

(¢) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to any
bankruptcy case that—

(1) is pending on the date of enactment of
this Act and relating to which an order of
discharge under section 1228 of title 11,
United States Code, has not been entered; or

(2) commences on or after the date of en-
actment of this Act.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce, along with Senator
FRANKEN, the Family Farmer Bank-
ruptcy Clarification Act of 2017. I
thank Senator FRANKEN for supporting
and working with me, since the 112th
Congress, on this important bill to help
our Nation’s family farmers.

This bipartisan bill addresses the 2012
United States Supreme Court case Hall
v. United States. In a 54 decision, the
Supreme Court ruled a provision that I
authored in the 2005 Bankruptcy Abuse
Prevention and Consumer Protection
Act did not accomplish what we in
Congress intended. The Family Farmer
Bankruptcy Clarification Act of 2017
corrects this unfortunate result and re-
stores Congress’s original intent. The
bill clarifies that bankrupt family
farmers reorganizing their debts, under
chapter 12 of the bankruptcy code, may
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treat capital gains taxes owed to the
government, arising from the sale of
farm assets during the bankruptcy, as
general unsecured claims. This bill will
give family farmers a chance to reorga-
nize successfully and remove the Inter-
nal Revenue Service’s veto power over
a plan’s confirmation.

Congress created chapter 12 in 1986 as
a temporary measure to provide a spe-
cialized bankruptcy process for family
farmers. In 2005, Congress made chap-
ter 12 a permanent part of the bank-
ruptcy code. Between 1986 and 2005, we
learned what worked and did not work
for family farmers reorganizing under
chapter 12. In particular, family farm-
ers faced serious problems when they
needed to sell land to fund their reor-
ganization plan. For example, a family
farmer might sell portions of the farm
in order to generate cash and pay
creditors. Unfortunately, in most of
these cases, the family farmer is sell-
ing land with a low cost basis, because
it has likely been held in the family for
a very long time. As a result, the fam-
ily farmer gets hit with a substantial
capital gains tax, which is owed to the
Internal Revenue Service.

Under the bankruptcy code’s prior-
ities structure for claims, taxes owed
to the IRS must be paid in full, unless
the IRS agrees otherwise. This creates
problems for the family farmer who
needs cash to pay creditors and reorga-
nize. Since the IRS has the ability to
require full payment, it essentially
holds veto power over the confirmation
of a family farmer’s chapter 12 plan. In
many instances, the effect is that a
family farmer will not be able to have
a plan confirmed. This is a harsh result
and does not make sense if the goal is
to give family farmers a fresh start.
Recognizing this problem, Congress
amended the bankruptcy code in 2005
to provide that in these limited and
particular situations, the taxes owed to
the IRS would be stripped of their pri-
ority and treated as general unsecured
debt. This removed the government’s
veto power over plan confirmation and
paved the way for family farmers to re-
organize under chapter 12.

Unfortunately, in Hall v. United
States, the Supreme Court ruled that
despite Congress’s express goal of help-
ing family farmers, the language we
used failed to accomplish the intended
result. To be clear, the Hall case was
about statutory interpretation. There
is no question about what Congress was
trying to do; rather, the question is,
“Did Congress use the correct lan-
guage?’’ My goal, along with others at
the time, was to relieve family farmers
from having their reorganization plans
fail because of certain tax liabilities
owed to the government. Justice
Breyer noted this point in his dissent:
“Congress was concerned about the ef-
fect on the farmer of collecting capital
gains tax debts that arose during (and
were connected with) the Chapter 12
proceedings themselves. . . . The major-
ity does not deny the importance of
Congress’ objective. Rather, it feels
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compelled to hold that Congress put
the Amendment in the wrong place.”
Hall v. United States, 132 S.Ct. 1882,
1897 (2012) (Breyer, J., dissenting) (in-
ternal citations and quotations omit-
ted).

As a result of the Hall case, family
farmers facing bankruptcy now find
themselves caught between a rock and
a hard place. The rules have changed
and must be corrected in order to pro-
vide certainty and clarity in the law.
The Family Farmer Bankruptcy Clari-
fication Act of 2017 does this and pro-
vides the help needed for family farm-
ers.

This bill adds a new section 1232 to
the bankruptcy code. This new section,
along with other conforming changes,
gives guidance and certainty to debt-
ors, practitioners, and courts as to how
these claims are to be treated during
bankruptcy. I'm pleased that the bill
we’re introducing today will help fam-
ily farmers who are facing hard times.

In the wake of the Hall decision, this
bill ensures that what Congress sought
to do in 2005 actually occurs. The Fam-
ily Farmer Bankruptcy Clarification
Act of 2017 provides the help that may
one day be needed for the hard working
family farmers across our great Na-
tion.

By Ms. COLLINS (for herself, Mr.
CARDIN, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr.
BLUMENTHAL, Ms. KLOBUCHAR,
Mr. ROUNDS, and Mr. MERKLEY):

S. 1238. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to increase and
make permanent the exclusion for ben-
efits provided to volunteer firefighters
and emergency medical responders; to
the Committee on Finance.

By Ms. COLLINS (for herself, Mr.
CARDIN, and Mr. SCHUMER):

S. 1239. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to modify the
rules applicable to length of service
award plans; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I rise
to introduce two bills that will benefit
the brave women and men who volun-
teer at our local firehouses: the Volun-
teer Responder Incentive Protection
Act and the Volunteer Firefighters’
Length of Service Award Program Cap
Adjustment Priority Act. I am pleased
to be joined by my friend and colleague
from Maryland, Senator CARDIN, in re-
introducing this bipartisan legislation.

Across our nation, volunteer fire-
fighters play a critical role in helping
to ensure the safety of our commu-
nities and the well-being of our neigh-
bors. The State of Maine, for example,
has approximately 11,000 firefighters in
more than 400 departments. Because
Maine is a largely rural state, more
than 90 percent of those firefighters are
volunteers.

Without these public-spirited -citi-
zens, many communities would be un-
able to provide emergency services pro-
tection at all, while others would be
forced to raise local taxes to pay sala-
ries and benefits for full- or part-time
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staff. Often, communities seek to re-
cruit and retain volunteers by offering
modest benefits. The bills we are intro-
ducing today would support these ef-
forts by helping to ensure that nominal
benefits to volunteers are not treated
as regular employee compensation.

The Volunteer Responder Incentive
Protection Act would allow commu-
nities to provide volunteer firefighters
and EMS workers with up to $600 per
year of property tax reductions or
other incentives, without those bene-
fits being subject to federal income tax
and withholding. This would ease the
administrative burden that local de-
partments sometimes face when they
reward their volunteers. We also want
to help first responders save for retire-
ment. For years, local and state gov-
ernments have provided their volunteer
firefighters and EMS personnel with
different forms of benefits, including
Length of Service Award Programs,
commonly known as LOSAPs. These
are pension-like benefits for volunteer
emergency responders.

Our second bill, the LOSAP Cap Act,
would help communities recruit and re-
tain volunteer firefighters by increas-
ing the annual cap on contributions to
their retirement accounts to $6,000, and
allowing for adjustments for inflation.

As we begin the complicated process
of reforming our nation’s tax code, I
believe we should take care to protect
those who serve this country with such
bravery. That is why Senator CARDIN
and I have introduced these bills today,
and I urge my colleagues to join us in
supporting them.

By Mr. DURBIN (for himself, Mr.
WHITEHOUSE, Mr. FRANKEN, Mr.
BLUMENTHAL, Ms. HIRONO, Ms.
WARREN, Mr. REED, Mr. WYDEN,
Ms. BALDWIN, Ms. HASSAN, Mr.
KAINE, and Mr. MURPHY):

S. 1262. A bill to amend title 11,
United States Code, with respect to
certain exceptions to discharge in
bankruptcy; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the text of the
bill be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the text of
the bill was ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:

S. 1262

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Fairness for
Struggling Students Act of 2017,

SEC. 2. EXCEPTIONS TO DISCHARGE.

Section 523(a)(8) of title 11, United States
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘dependents,
for”” and all that follows through the end of
subparagraph (B) and inserting ‘‘dependents,
for an educational benefit overpayment or
loan made, insured, or guaranteed by a gov-
ernmental unit or made under any program
funded in whole or in part by a governmental
unit or an obligation to repay funds received
from a governmental unit as an educational
benefit, scholarship, or stipend;’’.

Mr. DURBIN. Today I am reintro-
ducing the Fairness for Struggling Stu-
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dents Act. This bill takes an important
step toward addressing the student
debt crisis in America. It would once
again treat private student loans like
nearly all other forms of private unse-
cured debt and permit these loans to be
discharged in bankruptcy.

Student loan debt has reached an as-
tronomical $1.4 trillion—more than
double what it was in 2008. Student
loan debt is now the second largest
form of consumer debt in America,
after only mortgage debt. The balance
of student loan debt is larger than
credit card and auto loan debt. Cur-
rently, around 44 million borrowers
hold student loan debt, with an average
balance of roughly $30,000.

This past weekend, the New York
Times published an editorial that
clearly and concisely describes the stu-
dent debt crisis that we face. The edi-
torial is titled ‘‘Student Debt’s Grip on
the Economy,” and I ask consent to
place it into the RECORD. As the edi-
torial points out, ‘‘student debt has be-
come a drag on graduates’ hopes and a
threat to economic growth.”

This editorial reports that as college
costs have continued to increase, wages
have not kept pace. Students continue
to take out larger amounts in loans to
afford the rising costs of college. This
crushing student loan debt has forced
young people to delay making impor-
tant life decisions like getting married
and economic investments such as
home ownership. We are also seeing an
increase in the wealth gap between col-
lege graduates with student debt and
those without student debt. The bur-
dens of student debt are threatening
the notion that being college-educated
is enough to get ahead. As the editorial
notes, ‘‘the fallout from these burdens,
afflicting those who are supposedly
best prepared to face and shape the fu-
ture, is not only a personal financial
issue but also a social and economic
one.”

These burdens are even more signifi-
cant for students who have taken out
private student loans. Federal student
loans have fixed, affordable interest
rates, and a variety of consumer pro-
tections including forbearance in times
of economic hardship and manageable
repayment options. Private loans, on
the other hand, frequently have high,
variable interest rates, and they lack
the repayment options and protections
that federal loans offer. In 2013, the
Consumer Financial Protection Bureau
reported that the outstanding private
student loan debt in America was $165
billion, at least $8 billion of which was
then in default. As it turns out, many
students were steered into costly pri-
vate student loans by for-profit col-
leges, often when the students still had
eligibility for lower-cost federal loans.

One of those students is a woman
named Marta, from Chicago, who wrote
to me about her story and asked me to
only use her first name. Marta came to
the United States from Poland in 1994
with her family, hoping for a better
life. She is a U.S. citizen now, and has
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a family of her own. As an aspiring de-
signer, Marta wanted to enroll in a col-
lege that would help launch her career.
So after meeting a recruiter at a col-
lege fair from the now-closing, for-prof-
it Harrington College of Art and De-
sign, she enrolled in the fall of 2004. At
the urging of the recruiter, she signed
the enrollment paperwork and began
courses. Being the first in her family to
attend college, she did not know the
difference between private and federal
student loans. The recruiter assured
her that the paperwork was just part of
the normal college enrollment process.

It was only after she graduated that
Marta learned that in signing the pa-
perwork the recruiter gave her, she had
taken out a combination of federal stu-
dent loans and much riskier and more
expensive private student loans. She
now has over $120,000 in student debt,
the majority of which is in private stu-
dent loans. The monthly payments are
overwhelming and Marta worries about
what this crushing debt means for her
family’s future. Thanks to high-inter-
est rates, her private loans continue to
grow despite doing her best to make
her payments.

Marta enrolled in college to get a
good career and widen her future op-
portunities. But she has been left with
enormous debt from a failed for-profit
college. And now she is struggling and
needs a fair chance to get back on her
feet. There are stories like Marta’s in
every corner of America. And it’s time
to do something about it.

Today I am reintroducing the Fair-
ness for Struggling Students Act. This
bill would restore the bankruptcy
code’s pre-2005 treatment of private
student loans.

Since 2005, private student loans have
enjoyed a privileged status under the
bankruptcy code: they cannot be dis-
charged in bankruptcy except in ex-
tremely limited circumstances. Only a
few other types of private unsecured
debt cannot be discharged in bank-
ruptcy—criminal fines, child support,
back taxes and alimony. In contrast,
nearly all types of private unsecured
debt, including credit card and medical
debt, are dischargeable in bankruptcy.

Congress had no good reason to make
private student loans non-discharge-
able in 2005. It was a provision that was
quietly slipped into a broader bank-
ruptcy reform bill with little debate
and no justification. There was no evi-
dence that private student loan bor-
rowers had abused the bankruptcy sys-
tem to avoid repayment before 2005.
But, since the law changed in 2005,
lenders have been incentivized to ex-
tend expensive private student loans to
students that the students cannot
repay and that they can never escape.
This is overwhelming for students and
an impairment on our overall economy.

The Fairness for Struggling Students
Act will make important relief avail-
able to students being crushed by pri-
vate student loan debt, and will dis-
courage private lenders from extending
risky loans.
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This bill is supported by a large coa-
lition of educational, student, civil
rights and consumer organizations in-
cluding the American Association of
Community Colleges, American Asso-
ciation of State Colleges and Univer-
sities, American Association of Univer-
sity Women, American Council on Edu-
cation, American Federation of Teach-
ers, Association of Public and Land-
grant Universities, Center for Respon-
sible Lending, Consumer Action, Con-
sumer Federation of America, Con-
sumers Union, Demos, Empire Justice
Center, NAACP, National Association
of Consumer Bankruptcy Attorneys,
National Consumer Law Center (on be-
half of its low income clients), Na-
tional Association of College Admis-
sion Counseling, National Association
of Consumer Advocates, National Asso-
ciation of Student Financial Aid Ad-
ministrators, National Consumers
League, Public Citizen, The Institute
for College Access and Success, UNCF,
and Young Invincibles.

I want to thank the cosponsors of
this bill, Senators WHITEHOUSE,
FRANKEN, BLUMENTHAL, HIRONO, WAR-
REN, REED, WYDEN, BALDWIN, HASSAN,
KAINE, and MURPHY for their support,
and I hope more of my colleagues will
join us.

This is just one step of what we need
to do to get control of the student debt
crisis in our country. But it is a crit-
ical step, and it is long overdue. Let’s
give struggling students a fair chance,

By Ms. COLLINS:

S. 1264. A bill to amend the Federal
Deposit Insurance Act to allow the
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation
to exempt certain depository institu-
tions from certain legal requirements,
and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I wish
to introduce the Community Bank Sen-
sible Regulation Act of 2017, a bill that
would allow financial regulators to ex-
empt community banks from unneces-
sary and unduly burdensome require-
ments, if doing so is in the public inter-
est. My bill would provide this author-
ity to the FDIC, the Office of the
Comptroller of the Currency, and the
Federal Reserve and would apply to fi-
nancial institutions with less than $10
billion in assets.

The aim of my legislation is to allow
the financial regulators to exempt
community banks from highly complex
regulations designed to protect our fi-
nancial system from systemic risks
that would arise from the failure of
larger banks. All banks, large and
small, should be well-capitalized and
properly regulated, but that does not
mean that our financial regulators
must impose a ‘‘one size fits all”’ regu-
latory regime across the board without
regard to the risks posed to the finan-
cial system by banks with fundamen-
tally different business models and of
vastly different sizes.

Some regulations that are appro-
priate or essential for larger banks
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may make no sense when applied to
community banks. For example, cur-
rent law requires community banks to
demonstrate that they are in compli-
ance with the Volcker Rule—which re-
stricts proprietary trading and hedge
fund investments by banks—even
though community banks rarely en-
gage in such trading. Even so, commu-
nity banks must shoulder the burden of
complying with this complex regula-
tion. My bill would allow the regu-
lators to exempt community banks
from the Volcker Rule.

As the GAO has noted, smaller banks
are ‘‘disproportionately affected by in-
creased regulation, because they are
less able to absorb additional costs.”
These costs are significant. According
to industry representatives, the cost of
complying with regulations absorbs 12
percent of total bank operating ex-
penses, and is two-and-a-half times
greater for small banks than for large
banks.

The cost of regulation puts commu-
nity banks at a competitive disadvan-
tage vis-a-vis larger banks. Over the
past two decades, the share of the U.S.
banking industry represented by com-
munity banks has declined from 40 per-
cent to just 18 percent. Over the same
period, the share of the market rep-
resented by the five largest banks has
grown from roughly 18 percent to 46
percent. I am concerned that unneces-
sary regulation will accelerate these
trends, and ironically, contribute to
the further consolidation of the bank-
ing industry into a handful of ‘‘too big
to fail” banks.

Community banks play an essential
role in meeting the credit needs of
their customers, particularly small
businesses, homeowners, and farmers.
Although community banks represent
just 18 percent of total banking assets,
they are responsible for half of our na-
tion’s small business loans. With small
business formation at generational
lows, it is essential that we preserve
and protect their access to credit, as
they are the major driver of job cre-
ation in our country. In addition, com-
munity banks provide three-fourths of
our nation’s agricultural loans, a line
of finance that requires highly special-
ized knowledge of farming and a long-
term perspective suited to agricultural
cycles.

Regulators should be able to tailor
their regulations to take the distinc-
tive nature of community banks into
account. My bill would allow regu-
lators to exempt community banks
from unnecessary and burdensome reg-
ulations where it is in the public inter-
est to do so. I urge my colleagues to
support it.

By Mr. DAINES (for himself and
Mr. PETERS):

S. 1268. A bill to amend parts B and E
of title IV of the Social Security Act to
allow States to provide foster care
maintenance payments for children
with parents in a licensed residential
family-based treatment facility for
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substance abuse and to reauthorize
grants to improve the well-being of
families affected by substance abuse;
to the Committee on Finance.

Mr. DAINES. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the text of the
bill be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the text of
the bill was ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:

S. 1268

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Child Pro-
tection and Family Support Act of 2017,
SEC. 2. FOSTER CARE MAINTENANCE PAYMENTS

FOR CHILDREN WITH PARENTS IN A
LICENSED RESIDENTIAL FAMILY-
BASED TREATMENT FACILITY FOR
SUBSTANCE ABUSE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 472 of the Social
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 672) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)(2)(C), by striking ‘‘or”’
and inserting ‘‘, with a parent residing in a
licensed residential family-based treatment
facility, but only to the extent permitted
under subsection (j), or in a”’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

“(j) CHILDREN PLACED WITH A PARENT RE-
SIDING IN A LICENSED RESIDENTIAL FAMILY-
BASED TREATMENT FACILITY FOR SUBSTANCE
ABUSE.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding the pre-
ceding provisions of this section, a child who
is eligible for foster care maintenance pay-
ments under this section, or who would be el-
igible for the payments if the eligibility were
determined without regard to paragraphs
(1)(B) and (3) of subsection (a), shall be eligi-
ble for the payments for a period of not more
than 12 months during which the child is
placed with a parent who is in a licensed res-
idential family-based treatment facility for
substance abuse, but only if—

‘““(A) the recommendation for the place-
ment is specified in the child’s case plan be-
fore the placement;

‘(B) the treatment facility provides, as
part of the treatment for substance abuse,
parenting skills training, parent education,
and individual and family counseling; and

‘(C) the substance abuse treatment, par-
enting skills training, parent education, and
individual and family counseling is provided
under an organizational structure and treat-
ment framework that involves under-
standing, recognizing, and responding to the
effects of all types of trauma and in accord-
ance with recognized principles of a trauma-
informed approach and trauma-specific
interventions to address the consequences of
trauma and facilitate healing.

‘(2) APPLICATION.—With respect to chil-
dren for whom foster care maintenance pay-
ments are made under paragraph (1), only
the children who satisfy the requirements of
paragraphs (1)(B) and (3) of subsection (a)
shall be considered to be children with re-
spect to whom foster care maintenance pay-
ments are made under this section for pur-

poses of subsection (h) or section
473(b)(3)(B).”".
(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section

474(a)(1) of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C.

674(a)(1)) is amended by inserting ‘‘subject to

section 472(j),”” before ‘‘an amount equal to

the Federal”.

SEC. 3. ENHANCEMENTS TO GRANTS TO IMPROVE
WELL-BEING OF FAMILIES AF-
FECTED BY SUBSTANCE ABUSE.

Section 437(f) of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 629g(f)) is amended—
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(1) in the subsection heading, by striking
“INCREASE THE WELL-BEING OF, AND TO IM-
PROVE THE PERMANENCY OUTCOMES FOR, CHIL-
DREN AFFECTED BY’ and inserting ‘‘IMPLE-
MENT IV-E PREVENTION SERVICES, AND IM-
PROVE THE WELL-BEING OF, AND IMPROVE PER-
MANENCY OUTCOMES FOR, CHILDREN AND FAMI-
LIES AFFECTED BY METHAMPHETAMINE, HER-
OIN, OPIOIDS, AND OTHER’;

(2) by striking paragraph (2) and inserting
the following:

‘“(2) REGIONAL PARTNERSHIP DEFINED.—In
this subsection, the term ‘regional partner-
ship’ means a collaborative agreement
(which may be established on an interstate,
State, or intrastate basis) entered into by
the following:

““(A) MANDATORY PARTNERS FOR ALL PART-
NERSHIP GRANTS.—

‘(i) The State child welfare agency that is
responsible for the administration of the
State plan under this part and part E.

‘(ii) The State agency responsible for ad-
ministering the substance abuse prevention
and treatment block grant provided under
subpart II of part B of title XIX of the Public
Health Service Act.

“(B) MANDATORY PARTNERS FOR PARTNER-
SHIP GRANTS PROPOSING TO SERVE CHILDREN IN
OUT-OF-HOME PLACEMENTS.—If the partner-
ship proposes to serve children in out-of-
home placements, the Juvenile Court or Ad-
ministrative Office of the Court that is most
appropriate to oversee the administration of
court programs in the region to address the
population of families who come to the at-
tention of the court due to child abuse or ne-
glect.

¢(C) OPTIONAL PARTNERS.—At the option of
the partnership, any of the following:

‘(i) An Indian tribe or tribal consortium.

‘(ii) Nonprofit child welfare service pro-
viders.

‘“(iii) For-profit child welfare service pro-
viders.

‘(iv) Community health service providers,
including substance abuse treatment pro-
viders.

‘(v) Community mental health providers.

‘‘(vi) Local law enforcement agencies.

“‘(vii) School personnel.

‘‘(viii) Tribal child welfare agencies (or a
consortia of the agencies).

‘(ix) Any other providers, agencies, per-
sonnel, officials, or entities that are related
to the provision of child and family services
under a State plan approved under this sub-
part.

‘(D) EXCEPTION FOR REGIONAL PARTNER-
SHIPS WHERE THE LEAD APPLICANT IS AN IN-
DIAN TRIBE OR TRIBAL CONSORTIA.—If an In-
dian tribe or tribal consortium enters into a
regional partnership for purposes of this sub-
section, the Indian tribe or tribal consor-
tium—

‘(i) may (but is not required to) include
the State child welfare agency as a partner
in the collaborative agreement;

‘(ii) may not enter into a collaborative
agreement only with tribal child welfare
agencies (or a consortium of the agencies);
and

‘“(iii) if the condition described in para-
graph (2)(B) applies, may include tribal court
organizations in lieu of other judicial part-
ners.”’;

(3) in paragraph (3)—

(A) in subparagraph (A)—

(i) by striking ‘2012 through 2016’ and in-
serting ‘2018 through 2022’’; and

(ii) by striking ‘‘$500,000 and not more than
$1,000,000” and inserting ‘‘$250,000 and not
more than $1,000,000°’;

(B) in subparagraph (B)—

(i) in the subparagraph heading, by insert-
ing ‘‘; PLANNING” after ‘‘APPROVAL’’;

(ii) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘clause (ii)”’
and inserting ‘‘clauses (ii) and (iii)”’; and
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(iii) by adding at the end the following:

‘“(iii) SUFFICIENT PLANNING.—A  grant
awarded under this subsection shall be dis-
bursed in 2 phases: a planning phase (not to
exceed 2 years); and an implementation
phase. The total disbursement to a grantee
for the planning phase may not exceed
$250,000, and may not exceed the total antici-
pated funding for the implementation
phase.”; and

(C) by adding at the end the following:

‘(D) LIMITATION ON PAYMENT FOR A FISCAL
YEAR.—No payment shall be made under sub-
paragraph (A) or (C) for a fiscal year until
the Secretary determines that the eligible
partnership has made sufficient progress in
meeting the goals of the grant and that the
members of the eligible partnership are co-
ordinating to a reasonable degree with the
other members of the eligible partnership.’’;

(4) in paragraph (4)—

(A) in subparagraph (B)—

(i) in clause (i), by inserting ‘¢, parents, and
families” after ‘‘children’’;

(ii) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘safety and
permanence for such children; and” and in-
serting ‘‘safe, permanent caregiving rela-
tionships for the children;”’;

(iii) in clause (iii), by striking ‘“‘or’’ and in-
serting ‘‘increase reunification rates for chil-
dren who have been placed in out of home
care, or decrease’’; and

(iv) by redesignating clause (iii) as clause
(v) and inserting after clause (ii) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(iii) improve the substance abuse treat-
ment outcomes for parents including reten-
tion in treatment and successful completion
of treatment;

‘‘(iv) facilitate the implementation, deliv-
ery, and effectiveness of prevention services
and programs under section 471(e); and’’;

(B) in subparagraph (D), by striking
‘“‘where appropriate,’’; and

(C) by striking subparagraphs (E) and (F)
and inserting the following:

‘‘(E) A description of a plan for sustaining
the services provided by or activities funded
under the grant after the conclusion of the
grant period, including through the use of
prevention services and programs under sec-
tion 471(e) and other funds provided to the
State for child welfare and substance abuse
prevention and treatment services.

‘(F) Additional information needed by the
Secretary to determine that the proposed ac-
tivities and implementation will be con-
sistent with research or evaluations showing
which practices and approaches are most ef-
fective.”’;

() in paragraph (5)(A), by striking ‘‘abuse
treatment’” and inserting ‘‘use disorder
treatment including medication assisted
treatment and in-home substance abuse dis-
order treatment and recovery’’;

(6) in paragraph (7)—

(A) by striking ‘“‘and” at the end of sub-
paragraph (C); and

(B) by redesignating subparagraph (D) as
subparagraph (E) and inserting after sub-
paragraph (C) the following:

‘(D) demonstrate a track record of suc-
cessful collaboration among child welfare,
substance abuse disorder treatment and
mental health agencies; and’’;

(7) in paragraph (8)—

(A) in subparagraph (A)—

(i) by striking ‘‘establish indicators that
will be” and inserting ‘‘review indicators
that are’’; and

(ii) by striking ‘“‘in using funds made avail-
able under such grants to achieve the pur-
pose of this subsection’ and inserting ‘‘and
establish a set of core indicators related to
child safety, parental recovery, parenting ca-
pacity, and family well-being. In developing
the core indicators, to the extent possible,
indicators shall be made consistent with the
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outcome measures described in
471(e)(6)"’;

(B) in subparagraph (B)—

(i) in the matter preceding clause (i), by in-
serting ‘‘base the performance measures on
lessons learned from prior rounds of regional
partnership grants under this subsection,
and’ before ‘‘consult’; and

(ii) by striking clauses (iii) and (iv) and in-
serting the following:

‘“(iii) Other stakeholders or constituencies
as determined by the Secretary.”’;

(8) in paragraph (9)(A), by striking clause
(i) and inserting the following:

‘(i) SEMIANNUAL REPORTS.—Not later than
September 30 of each fiscal year in which a
recipient of a grant under this subsection is
paid funds under the grant, and every 6
months thereafter, the grant recipient shall
submit to the Secretary a report on the serv-
ices provided and activities carried out dur-
ing the reporting period, progress made in
achieving the goals of the program, the num-
ber of children, adults, and families receiv-
ing services, and such additional information
as the Secretary determines is necessary.
The report due not later than September 30
of the last such fiscal year shall include, at
a minimum, data on each of the performance
indicators included in the evaluation of the
regional partnership.”’; and

(9) in paragraph (10), by striking ‘2012
through 2016 and inserting ‘2018 through
2022,

SEC. 4. EFFECTIVE DATE.

The amendments made by this Act shall

take effect on October 1, 2017.

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself,
Mr. LEE, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, and
Mr. COTTON):

S. 1272. A bill to preserve State,
local, and tribal authorities and pri-
vate property rights with respect to
unmanned aircraft systems, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on

Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.
Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I

rise today to introduce the Drone Fed-
eralism Act of 2017. This good govern-
ment bill provides a clear legal frame-
work to the modern day challenges of
drone regulation and empowers every
level of government to issue reasonable
restrictions on drone operations. I
thank Senators LEE, BLUMENTHAL, and
CoTTON for joining me on this bill, and
I appreciate their support.

In recent years, small unmanned air-
craft have emerged as a transformative
new technology. These devices—more
commonly known as drones—are high-
ly capable, commercially available,
and operable even by novice con-
sumers.

The way that drones are flown in the
daily life of our communities and in
such great numbers has raised new
challenges for safety, privacy, and se-
curity that demand cooperation be-
tween the federal, state, and local gov-
ernments.

Today, drone operations present an
astounding array of challenges. In just
two years, over 2,500 drone incidents
have been reported to the Federal
Aviation Administration, or FAA. The
most recent year of data, from October
2015 to October 2016, saw the number of
incidents surge 166% over the prior
year. In addition, there have been some
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alarming reports. On February 26th,
2017, a drone crashed through the 27th
floor window of a Manhattan apart-
ment building in New York City. The
next month, on March 28th, a drone
crashed through the 23rd floor window
of City Hall in Buffalo, New York.
Drones have repeatedly interfered with
medical helicopters. On May 1st, 2016, a
medevac helicopter trying to land at
Florida Hospital East in Orlando was
forced to abort its initial landing be-
cause of a drone. On November 14, 2015,
a helicopter leaving children’s hospital
in St. Louis, Missouri had to take eva-
sive action to avoid a drone, banking 60
degrees. Drones also interfere with
emergency wild fire fighting. On April
30, 2017, multiple drones filming the
Opera fire in Riverside, California
forced firefighting helicopters to sus-
pend operations. This happened eight
times in 2015, and another eight times
in 2016, in California alone. Drones
have also crashed into the Golden Gate
Bridge, including twice last month. On
April 1st, a drone flown almost two
miles beyond line of site fell from the
sky into a lane of traffic, only a few
feet from the crowded sidewalk. Again
on April 9th, another drone flown be-
yond line of site crashed one of the
bridge’s towers.

These incidents are occurring
throughout the nation, but each state
has faced its own challenges. Half of all
reported incidents came from just five
States: California, Florida, New York,
Texas, and New Jersey.

In fact, one-fifth of all drone inci-
dents reported to the FAA occurred in
California. What works for protecting
urban areas will be different than what
is needed in rural areas.

The current legal framework for
managing the airspace, which evolved
over a century of manned aviation, is a
poor fit for these new challenges.
Drones bear little resemblance to the
manned aircraft that came before
them.

First, drones intrude into the every-
day life of our communities in a way
that airplanes do not. Airplanes fly
into and out of airports, and munici-
palities can try through zoning to min-
imize disruptions. Drones, on the other
hand, can take flight from any loca-
tion, can hover anonymously overhead,
and are often used to film whatever as-
pect of public or private life may catch
the operator’s interest of the opera-
tor’s.

Second, drones are seldom engaged in
interstate commerce once they have
been purchased. Short communication
range and limited battery life means
that commercially available drones are
almost always operated locally, and
are unlikely to be operated across state
lines.

Third, there are far more drones than
there are airplanes. Already, more than
750,000 drones have been registered, and
the FAA anticipates up to 4 million
drones by 2020. By contrast, there are
little more than 200,000 manned air-
craft registered in the United States.
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WHAT THE BILL DOES

The Drone Federalism Act would ad-
dress the modern challenges of drone
operations and provide a clear legal
framework to regulate drones. The bill
has three provisions.

First, the bill preserves the authority
of State, Tribal, and local governments
to issue reasonable restrictions on the
time, manner, and place of drone oper-
ations within 200 feet of the ground or
a structure. These could include speed
limits, local no-fly zones, temporary
restrictions, and prohibitions on reck-
less or drunk operators, for example.

There are regulations that the FAA
must issue uniformly throughout the
country to ensure the safety and effi-
ciency of the national airspace. This
bill does not interfere with that au-
thority. However, the bill does require
the FAA to consider legitimate state
and local interests when exercising pre-
emption, and to respect any reasonable
additional low-altitude restrictions
that state and 1local governments
choose to impose.

Second, the bill reaffirms that the
federal government will respect private
property rights to the airspace in the
immediate reaches above a property,
including at least the first 200 feet.
Neither Congress nor the FAA may au-
thorize drone operations immediately
over property without the owner’s per-
mission.

Third, the bill promotes cooperation
between the levels of government by
directing the FAA to partner with a di-
verse group of cities and States to test
out different approaches and report on
best practices.

STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS REGULATE

DRONES

The Drone Federalism Act is con-
sistent with the recent action taken by
States to regulate drone operations. In
response to drone incidents and the
concerns of their communities, law-
makers throughout the country have
identified the need for a variety of new
approaches to managing drones. In-
deed, at least 38 States are considering
drone legislation this year, according
to the National Conference of State
Legislatures.

These proposals include: definitions
of harassment and voyeurism, airport
protections, penalties for interfering
with emergency responders, protec-
tions against the delivery of contra-
band at prisons, bans on flights over
football games, and definitions of aer-
ial trespass, among others.

This exercise of the laboratories of
democracy is appropriate. Our commu-
nities should not have to rely on an al-
ready overburdened federal agency to
craft specific regulatory protections
for every local context, supply on-the-
ground enforcement agents, or pursue
complicated civil cases in court for
every infraction. Liocal police should be
empowered to issue citations akin to a
traffic violation for clear-cut infrac-
tions, without having to prove an ac-
tion meets a vague tort law standards
of negligence and harm. There should
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be no question that a State has a right
to prevent drones from interfering with
emergency responders or delivering
contraband into prisons; to criminalize
hit-and-runs, voyeurism, stalking, or
harassment with a drone; to allow
judges to deny drones to sex offenders.

Neither should there be any question
that a State or municipality has a
right to restrict the use of drones
where it would be hazardous. Just as
the federal government has banned
drone operations over Federal Parks,
States should have the option to pro-
tect State parks. Just as the Federal
Government banned flights over sen-
sitive areas, like the entire Capital re-
gion, cities should have the option to
protect schools or other sensitive areas
of their own. Just as the Federal Gov-
ernment can impose temporary flight
restrictions over major sporting events
or airshows, a county should have the
option to protect its summer fair-
grounds or holiday parade route.

CONCLUSION

The Drone Federalism Act that I am
introducing today, along with Senators
LEE, BLUMENTHAL, and COTTON, is a
proactive, affirmative solution. It rec-
ognizes the federal interest in pro-
tecting the safety and efficiency of the
national airspace, while also respecting
private property rights, Tribal sov-
ereignty, the powers reserved to the
States by the Tenth Amendment, and
the general principle of local self-deter-
mination.

This bill will invite the democratic
participation of government at every
level, avoid the need for years of litiga-
tion about the scope of preemption,
and enable effective local enforcement.
It is incumbent on Congress to provide
clarity and to guarantee all sides an
equal voice moving forward.

This bipartisan bill is the way to do
that.

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself,
Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. DURBIN, Mr.
TILLIS, and Mrs. ERNST):

S. 1276. A bill to require the Attorney
General to make a determination as to
whether cannabidiol should be a con-
trolled substance and listed in a sched-
ule under the Controlled Substances
Act and to expand research on the po-
tential medical benefits of cannabidiol
and other marihuana components; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
rise today to introduce the Cannabidiol
Research Expansion Act with my col-

leagues, Senators Grassley, Durbin,
Tillis, and Ernst.
Cannabidiol, or CBD, is a

nonpsychoactive component of mari-
juana. In many instances parents, after
exhausting other treatment options,
have turned to CBD to as a last resort
to treat their children who have intrac-
table epilepsy. Anecdotally, CBD has
produced positive results.

However, due to existing barriers and
the fact that marijuana is a schedule I
drug, rigorous research that is needed
to better understand the long-term
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safety and efficacy of CBD as a medi-
cine, as well as the correct dosing and
potential interaction with other medi-
cations, is lacking.

The Cannabidiol Research Expansion
Act seeks to both reduce these barriers
and spur additional research to ensure
that CBD and other marijuana-derived
medications are based on the most up
to date scientific evidence. It also pro-
vides a pathway for the manufacture
and distribution of FDA-approved
drugs that are based on this research.

It does this while maintaining safe-
guards to protect against illegal diver-
sion.

First, the bill directs the Depart-
ments of Justice and Health and
Human Services to complete a sci-
entific and medical evaluation of CBD
within 1 year. Based on this evalua-
tion, the legislation directs the Depart-
ment of Justice to make a scheduling
recommendation for CBD that is inde-
pendent of marijuana. This may in-
clude transferring the schedule of CBD
to another schedule, or removing it
from the list of controlled substances
altogether. A scheduling recommenda-
tion for CBD that is independent of
marijuana has never been done before.

Second, without sacrificing appro-
priate oversight, it streamlines the
regulatory process for marijuana re-
search. In particular, it improves regu-
lations dealing with changes to ap-
proved quantities of marijuana needed
for research and approved research pro-
tocols. It also expedites the Drug En-
forcement Administration registration
process for researching CBD and mari-
juana.

Third, this legislation seeks to in-
crease medical research on CBD, while
simultaneously reducing the stigma as-
sociated with conducting research on a
schedule I drug. It does so by explicitly
authorizing medical and osteopathic
schools, research universities, practi-
tioners and pharmaceutical companies
to use a schedule II Drug Enforcement
Administration registration to conduct
authorized medical research on CBD.

Fourth, the bill allows medical
schools, research institutions, practi-
tioners, and pharmaceutical companies
to produce the marijuana they need for
authorized medical research. This will
ensure that researchers have access to
the material they need to develop prov-
en, effective medicines. Once the FDA
approves these medications, the bill al-
lows pharmaceutical companies to
manufacture and distribute them.

Fifth, the bill allows parents who
have children with intractable epi-
lepsy, as well as adults with intrac-
table epilepsy, to possess and transport
CBD or other nonpsychoactive compo-
nents of marijuana used to treat this
disease while research is ongoing. To
do so, parents and adults must provide
documentation that they or their child
have been treated by a board-certified
neurologist for at least 6 months. They
must also have documentation that the
neurologist has attested that other
treatment options have been exhausted
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and that the potential benefits out-
weigh the harms of using these
nonpsychoactive components of mari-
juana. The neurologist must also agree
to monitor the patient for potential ad-
verse reactions.

Finally, because existing Federal re-
search is severely lacking, the bill di-
rects the Department of Health and
Human Services to expand, intensify,
and coordinate research to determine
the potential medical benefits of CBD
or other marijuana-derived medica-
tions on serious medical conditions.

The 2016 National Academy of
Sciences report, titled ‘“The Health Ef-
fects of Cannabis and Cannabinoids:
The Current State of Evidence and
Recommendations for Research” un-
derscored the need to reduce research
barriers, increase the supply of CBD
and marijuana for research purposes,
and address existing research gaps.

The Cannabidiol Research Expansion
Act seeks to do just this.

This bill is critical to helping fami-
lies across the country as they seek
safe, effective medicines for serious ill-
nesses. I hope my colleagues will join
me in supporting this important legis-
lation.

By Mr. DAINES (for himself and
Mr. TESTER):

S. 1282. A bill to redesignate certain
clinics of the Department of Veterans
Affairs located in Montana; to the
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

Mr. DAINES. Mr. President, today I
would like to recognize the commit-
ment to duty and personal courage of
three Montanans by introducing a bill
to redesignate three Department of
Veterans Affairs facilities in their
honor. Through their distinguished
service to our Nation, the actions of
these three gentlemen have earned the
respect and gratitude of the Treasure
State.

Under this resolution, the Commu-
nity Based Outpatient Clinic on Palm-
er Street in Missoula will be des-
ignated in honor of David J. Thatcher.
Mr. Thatcher was an outstanding Mon-
tanan. The humble circumstances of
his upbringing in rural, eastern Mon-
tana helped him develop a strong work
ethic. In 1940, with war raging across
Europe and the clouds of war on the
horizon for the United States, he en-
listed in the U.S. Army Air Corps.

Following the attack on Pearl Har-
bor, he volunteered to serve as a tail
gunner for a high risk mission to at-
tack targets deep within Japanese con-
trolled territory. This counterattack
would be known to history as the Doo-
little Raid. After finishing the bombing
mission and running low on fuel, his
aircraft crash landed near the coast of
China. Mr. Thatcher was instrumental
in helping the crew reach safety fol-
lowing the crash and for his actions
during the Doolittle Raid, he was
awarded the Silver Star. A few years
later, the actor Robert Walker por-
trayed Corporal Thatcher on the silver
screen in  ““Thirty Seconds Over
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Tokyo.” After the war, Mr. Thatcher
embarked on a career with the U.S.
Postal Service and married his sweet-
heart Dawn. Their marriage spanned
seven decades until he passed away last
June at the age of 94.

In Billings, the Community Based
Outpatient Clinic on Spring Creek
Lane will be designated in honor of Dr.
Joseph Medicine Crow. Dr. Medicine
Crow was an accomplished warrior and
esteemed historian. He was born on the
Crow Indian Reservation in eastern
Montana and traveled across the U.S.
while pursuing his education. In 1939,
Dr. Medicine Crow earned his master’s
degree from the University of Southern
California, becoming the first member
of the Crow Tribe to attain that cre-
dential. In 1943 he joined the United
States Army. While serving as an
Army scout during World War II, Dr.
Medicine Crow fulfilled the four re-
quirements to become a war chief.
While fighting against the German
forces he led a war party, stole an
enemy horse, disarmed an enemy, and
touched an enemy without killing him.
Later in life he served as the Crow trib-
al historian, received multiple hon-
orary doctorate degrees, and spoke at
venues across the Nation. He was the
last Crow war chief, and his passing
last April, at the age of 102, was a loss
to our Nation. For his lifetime of serv-
ice to the Crow Tribe, the State of
Montana, and to United States, Dr.
Medicine Crow was awarded the Presi-
dential Medal of Freedom.

The Billings Community Based Spe-
cialty Clinic located on Majestic Lane
will be designated in honor of Ben-
jamin Charles Steele. Mr. Steele is re-
membered by Montanans as a ranch
hand, teacher, artist, and Bataan
Death March survivor. Born and raised
in Montana, he joined the U.S. Army
Air Corps in 1940. After he was captured
by the Japanese, Mr. Steele’s sturdy
fortitude helped him endure a 66-mile
trek in the Philippines, a prisoner ship,
and a forced labor camp. He was a pris-
oner of war in the Pacific Theater of
World War II for a total of 1,244 days.
Using charcoal to sketch on concrete,
he withstood the harsh treatment in
captivity and honed his artistic tal-
ents. His artistic expressions were cap-
tured on contraband paper, and some of
the works he created in captivity were
preserved and went on tour through the
Nation after the war. In August of last
year, we lost a warrior-artist when Mr.
Steele passed away at his home in
Montana at the age of 98.

The World War II generation pro-
duced many heroes. In 2016, Montana
lost three of our greatest heroes when
Thatcher, Medicine Crow and Steele
completed their earthly tours of duty.
In 2017 it is fitting that we honor their
service and their remarkable lives by
naming three Veterans Affairs facili-
ties in their honor. Each generation of
veterans using these facilities will help
keep their memories alive. Their
unique stories will inspire the future
generation of warriors to defend our
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Nation and preserve our cherished indi-
vidual liberties.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the text of
the bill was ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:

S. 1282

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. REDESIGNATION OF CERTAIN DE-
PARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS
CLINICS IN MONTANA.

(a) DAVID J. THATCHER DEPARTMENT OF
VETERANS AFFAIRS CLINIC.—

(1) DESIGNATION.—The clinic of the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs located at 2687
Palmer Street in Missoula, Montana, shall
after the date of the enactment of this Act
be known and designated as the ‘“‘David J.
Thatcher Department of Veterans Affairs
Clinic”.

(2) REFERENCES.—Any reference in any law,
regulation, map, document, paper, or other
record of the United States to the clinic re-
ferred to in paragraph (1) shall be considered
to be a reference to the David J. Thatcher
Department of Veterans Affairs Clinic.

(b) DR. JOSEPH MEDICINE CROW DEPART-
MENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS CLINIC.—

(1) DESIGNATION.—The clinic of the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs located at 1775
Spring Creek Lane in Billings, Montana,
shall after the date of the enactment of this
Act be known and designated as the ‘“Dr. Jo-
seph Medicine Crow Department of Veterans
Affairs Clinic”’.

(2) REFERENCES.—Any reference in any law,
regulation, map, document, paper, or other
record of the United States to the clinic re-
ferred to in paragraph (1) shall be considered
to be a reference to the Dr. Joseph Medicine
Crow Department of Veterans Affairs Clinic.

(3) PUBLIC DISPLAY OF NAME.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Any local public display
of the name of the clinic referred to in para-
graph (1) carried out by the United States or
through the use of Federal funds shall in-
clude the English name, Dr. Joseph Medicine
Crow, and the Crow name, Dakaak Baako, of
Dr. Joseph Medicine Crow.

(B) LOCAL DISPLAY.—For purposes of sub-
paragraph (A), a local public display of the
name of the clinic referred to in paragraph
(1) includes a display inside the clinic, on the
campus of the clinic, and in the community
surrounding the clinic, such as signs direct-
ing individuals to the clinic.

(¢) BENJAMIN CHARLES STEELE DEPARTMENT
OF VETERANS AFFAIRS CLINIC.—

(1) DESIGNATION.—The clinic of the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs located at 1766 Ma-
jestic Lane in Billings, Montana, shall after
the date of the enactment of this Act be
known and designated as the ‘‘Benjamin
Charles Steele Department of Veterans Af-
fairs Clinic”’.

(2) REFERENCES.—Any reference in any law,
regulation, map, document, paper, or other
record of the United States to the clinic re-
ferred to in paragraph (1) shall be considered
to be a reference to the Benjamin Charles
Steele Department of Veterans Affairs Clin-
ic.

By Mr. FLAKE (for himself, Mr.
LEAHY, Mr. MORAN, Mr. DURBIN,
Mr. ENZI, Mr. UDALL, Mr. BOOz-
MAN, Mr. WHITEHOUSE, Ms. COL-
LINS, Ms. KLOBUCHAR, Mr.
MERKLEY, Mr. REED, Ms. STABE-
NOW, Mr. MURPHY, Mr. COONS,
Mr. CARDIN, Mrs. FEINSTEIN,
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Mrs. SHAHEEN, Ms. HEITKAMP,
Mr. BROWN, Ms. BALDWIN, Ms.
HIRONO, Mr. SCHATZ, Mr. MAR-
KEY, Mrs. MCCASKILL, Mr.
PAuL, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. KAINE,
Mr. KING, Mr. FRANKEN, Ms.
WARREN, Mr. BENNET, Mr. HEIN-
RICH, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. TESTER,
Mr. WARNER, Ms. CANTWELL,
Mr. BLUMENTHAL, Mrs. MURRAY,
Mr. SCHUMER, Mrs. GILLIBRAND,
Mr. NELSON, Mr. DONNELLY, Mr.
CASSIDY, Mr. PETERS, Mr. CAR-

PER, Mr. MANCHIN, Mr. VAN
HOLLEN, Ms. HARRIS, Mr.
CASEY, Mr. CRAPO, Ms.
DUCKWORTH, Mr. DAINES, Ms.

HASSAN, and Mr. HELLER):

S. 1287. A Dbill to allow United States
citizens and legal residents to travel
between the United States and Cuba; to
the Committee on Foreign Relations.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, today I
am very pleased to join my friend, the
junior Senator from Arizona, in intro-
ducing the Freedom for Americans to
Travel to Cuba Act of 2017.

I will have more to say about this
bill, and United States policy toward
Cuba, in the weeks and months ahead.
My purpose in speaking today is simply
to point out that 55 Democratic and
Republican members of the Senate
have cosponsored this bill to allow
Americans to travel to Cuba in the
same way that they can travel to any
other country in the world. And based
on my conversations with other Sen-
ators, especially Republicans, I have
little doubt that if we voted on this bill
today more than 60 Senators would
support it.

It is indefensible that the Federal
government currently restricts Amer-
ican citizens and legal resident from
traveling to a country 90 miles away
that poses no threat to us, unless they
engage in certain activities and not
others. For example, an American biol-
ogist can go to Cuba to study threat-
ened species of migratory birds. That
same American cannot take his family
on a trip to visit Cuba’s national parks.
Why? Because one is defined as sci-
entific research and the other is de-
fined as tourism.

At a time when U.S. airlines and
cruise ships are flying and sailing to
Cuba, does anyone here honestly think
that preventing Americans from trav-
eling is an appropriate role of the Fed-
eral government? Why only Cuba? Why
not Venezuela? Or Russia? Or Iran, or
anywhere else? It is a vindictive, dis-
criminatory, self-defeating vestige of a
time long passed. This bill would end
these Cold War restrictions on the free-
dom of Americans to travel. It would
not do away with the embargo.

We are told that the Trump Adminis-
tration is conducting a review of U.S.
policy toward Cuba. That is to be ex-
pected of a new administration. We
have also heard a rumor, and I hope it
is only a rumor, that in return for the
votes of certain Senators or represent-
ative on health care legislation, prom-
ises may have been made by the White
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House to impose further restrictions on
the normalization of relations with
Cuba. I hope that is not the case. I hope
the review produces a policy based on
what is in the U.S. national security
interest and on what is in the interests
of the American and Cuban people, an
overwhelming majority of whom want
closer relations. And I hope the policy
reflects the bipartisan majority in Con-
gress that supports expanding our en-
gagement with Cuba, as evidenced by
the bill we are introducing today.

I and others who have traveled to
Cuba many times over the past 20
years, who have met with Cuban offi-
cials, with Cubans who have been per-
secuted for opposing the Castro govern-
ment, and with many others, have re-
quested meetings with top White House
officials before the review is completed
and any final decisions are made.

Every one of us wants to see an end
to political repression in Cuba. The ar-
rests and physical mistreatment of dis-
sidents by the Cuban government are
deplorable, just as they are by other
governments including some, like
Egypt’s and Turkey’s, whose leaders
have been feted at the White House, or,
in the case of Saudi Arabia, have feted
President Trump and his family. Amer-
icans can travel freely to Egypt, Tur-
key, Saudi Arabia, and every other
country, except Cuba.

The issue is how best to support the
people of Cuba who struggle to make
ends meet, and who want to live in a
country where freedom of expression
and association are protected, and
where they can choose their own lead-
ers in a democratic manner.

Anyone who thinks that more eco-
nomic pressure, or ultimatums, will
force the Cuban authorities to stop ar-
resting political dissidents and em-
brace democracy have learned nothing
from history. For more than half a cen-
tury we have tried a policy of unilat-
eral sanctions and isolation, and it has
achieved neither of those goals. In-
stead, it has been used by the Cuban
government as an excuse for repression
to protect Cuba’s sovereignty. It has
hurt the Cuban people, not the Cuban
government. And it has provided an
opening for our adversaries and com-
petitors, like Russia and China, in this
hemisphere.

Change is coming to Cuba, and we
can help support that process. There is
already visible, tangible evidence that
the changes in U.S. policy initiated by
President Obama are having positive
effects for the Cuban people and for our
security and economic relations with
Cuba, even though critics, particularly
those who have never been to Cuba,
prefer to deny it.

But most importantly, the bipartisan
bill we are introducing today is about
the right of Americans, not Cubans, to
travel. Any member of Congress, espe-
cially those who have been to Cuba,
should support the right of their con-
stituents to do so. American citizens
are our best Ambassadors to Cuba, and
it is wrong for the United States gov-
ernment to be imposing restrictions
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that have no place in the law books of
a free society.

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS

SENATE RESOLUTION 179—EX-
PRESSING SUPPORT FOR THE
DESIGNATION OF JUNE 2, 2017,
AS “NATIONAL GUN VIOLENCE
AWARENESS DAY” AND JUNE

2017 AS “NATIONAL GUN VIO-
LENCE AWARENESS MONTH”

Mr. DURBIN (for himself, Ms.
DUCKWORTH, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr.

FRANKEN, Mr. COONS, Mr. BLUMENTHAL,
Mr. MARKEY, Mr. CARPER, and Mr.
KAINE) submitted the following resolu-
tion; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary:

S. RES. 179

Whereas, each year, more than—

(1) 32,000 people in the United States are
killed and 80,000 are injured by gunfire;

(2) 11,000 people in the United States are
killed in homicides involving firearms;

(3) 21,000 people in the United States com-
mit suicide by using firearms; and

(4) 500 people in the United States are
killed in accidental shootings;

Whereas, since 1968, more people have died
from guns in the United States than on the
battlefields of all the wars in the history of
the United States;

Whereas, by 1 count, in 2016 in the United
States there were—

(1) 384 mass shooting incidents in which
not fewer than 4 people were Kkilled or
wounded by gunfire; and

(2) 48 incidents in which a gun was fired in
a school;

Whereas gun violence typically escalates
during the summer months;

Whereas, every 70 minutes, 1 individual in
the United States under 25 years of age dies
because of gun violence and more than 6,300
such individuals die annually, including
Hadiya Pendleton, who, in 2013, was killed at
15 years of age while standing in a Chicago
park; and

Whereas, on June 2, 2017, on what would
have been Hadiya Pendleton’s 20th birthday,
people across the United States will recog-
nize National Gun Violence Awareness Day
and wear orange in tribute to Hadiya and
other victims of gun violence and their loved
ones: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate—

(1) supports—

(A) the designation of June 2017 as ‘‘Na-
tional Gun Violence Awareness Month’ and
the goals and ideals of that month; and

(B) the designation of June 2, 2017, as ‘‘Na-
tional Gun Violence Awareness Day’’ in re-
membrance of the victims of gun violence;
and

(2) calls on the people of the United States
to—

(A) promote greater awareness of gun vio-
lence and gun safety;

(B) wear orange, the color that hunters
wear to show that they are not targets, on
June 2;

(C) concentrate heightened attention on
gun violence during the summer months,
when gun violence typically increases; and

(D) bring citizens and community leaders
together to discuss ways to make commu-
nities safer.
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SENATE RESOLUTION  180—CON-
DEMNING THE VIOLENCE
AGAINST PEACEFUL PRO-

TESTERS OUTSIDE THE TURKISH
AMBASSADOR’S RESIDENCE ON
MAY 16, 2017, AND CALLING FOR
THE PERPETRATORS TO BE
BROUGHT TO JUSTICE AND
MEASURES TO BE TAKEN TO
PREVENT SIMILAR INCIDENTS IN
THE FUTURE

Mr. MARKEY submitted the fol-
lowing resolution; which was referred
to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions:

S. RES. 180

Whereas, on May 16, 2017, President Donald
J. Trump hosted President Recep Tayyip
Erdogan of Turkey, a longstanding NATO
ally, for an official meeting at the White
House to discuss counterterrorism coopera-
tion and bilateral issues;

Whereas, on the evening of May 16, 2017,
over two dozen protesters gathered outside
of the Turkish Ambassador’s residence in
Washington, DC, to demonstrate opposition
to Turkish government policies;

Whereas after hours of peaceful protest, vi-
olence erupted when pro-Erdogan supporters
and individuals from the Turkish Embassy
grounds pushed past District of Columbia po-
lice officers to brutally attack the dem-
onstrators;

Whereas those Turkish officials blatantly
suppressed the First Amendment rights of
United States citizens, and multiple armed
Turkish security officials beat, kicked, and
choked unarmed demonstrators;

Whereas multiple video recordings of the
violence and reports by the Metropolitan Po-
lice Department of the District of Columbia
and the Department of State confirm that
the demonstrators did not instigate the vio-
lence;

Whereas at least 11 individuals were seri-
ously injured in the ensuing brawl, with two
individuals requiring immediate hospitaliza-
tion;

Whereas two armed Turkish security offi-
cers attached to a security detail were de-
tained at the scene for physically assaulting
Federal agents;

Whereas those two Turkish security offi-
cers were later released and subsequently al-
lowed to leave the United States because
they held Derived Head of State immunity;

Whereas the Department of State did not
request that Turkey waive the immunity for
these two security officers in order to fully
investigate the assault prior to their being
released from custody;

Whereas a joint criminal investigation
into the incident is ongoing with the com-
bined efforts of the Washington Metropolitan
Police Department, the United States Secret
Service, and the Department of State Diplo-
matic Security Service;

Whereas at no point
Erdogan in danger;

Whereas immunity for diplomatic per-
sonnel and certain other foreign officials is a
core principle of international law, as is the
right to protest peacefully and freely in the
United States;

Whereas this is the third instance of vio-
lence perpetrated by members of Turkish
President Erdogan’s security detail in the
United States;

Whereas in 2011, a brawl erupted in the
halls of the United Nations General Assem-
bly between members of Turkish President
Erdogan’s security detail and United Nations
security officers, resulting in one United Na-
tions security officer being hospitalized due
to serious injuries;

was President
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Whereas in 2016, members of Turkish Presi-
dent Erdogan’s security detail engaged in
unwarranted violence against journalists re-
porting on an event at the Brookings Insti-
tution;

Whereas Secretary of State Rex Tillerson
said on May 21, 2017, that the violence out-
side the Turkish Embassy was ‘‘outrageous’
and ‘‘simply unacceptable’’; and

Whereas the right to assembly, peaceful
protest, and freedom of speech are essential
and protected rights in the United States:
Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate
that—

(1) the rights to peacefully assemble and
freely express one’s views are essential to
the fabric of American democracy;

(2) the Turkish security forces acted in an
unprofessional and brutal manner, reflecting
poorly on President Erdogan and the Govern-
ment of Turkey:;

(3) any Turkish security officials who di-
rected, oversaw, or participated in efforts by
Turkish security forces to illegally suppress
peaceful protests on May 16, 2017, should be
charged and prosecuted under United States
law;

(4) the United States Secret Service and
the Diplomatic Security Service of the De-
partment of State should review this inci-
dent and confirm with the Turkish National
Police the standards expected by visiting se-
curity details to prevent future violent inci-
dents;

(5) the Department of State should imme-
diately request the waiver of immunity of
any Turkish security detail official engaged
in any assault in the United States prior to
release of that individual from custody;

(6) the Department of State should conduct
a review of its own security procedures to de-
termine how to mitigate the likelihood of
such an event in the future;

(7) the United States respect for free
speech requires officials of the United States
to speak out against such incidents; and

(8) the United States should take steps to
strengthen freedoms for the press and civil
society in countries such as Turkey, and
combat efforts by foreign leaders to suppress
free and peaceful protest in their own coun-
tries.

————

SENATE RESOLUTION 181—DESIG-
NATING THE WEEK OF MAY 21
THROUGH MAY 27, 2017, AS ‘“NA-
TIONAL PUBLIC WORKS WEEK”

Mr. INHOFE (for himself and Ms.
HARRIS) submitted the following reso-
lution; which was considered and
agreed to:

S. REs. 181

Whereas public works infrastructure, fa-
cilities, and services are of vital importance
to the health, safety, and well-being of the
people of the United States;

Whereas the public works infrastructure,
facilities, and services could not be provided
without the dedicated efforts of public works
professionals, including engineers and ad-
ministrators, who represent State and local
governments throughout the United States;

Whereas public works professionals design,
build, operate, and maintain the transpor-
tation systems, water infrastructure, sewage
and refuse disposal systems, public buildings,
and other structures and facilities that are
vital to the people and communities of the
United States; and

Whereas understanding the role that public
infrastructure plays in protecting the envi-
ronment, improving public health and safe-
ty, contributing to economic vitality, and
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